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PER CURI AM



Abdul Aziz Khan (“Khan”) and his w fe, Zahida Perveen,
and their four children, N da and H na Perveen and Abdul Mjeed and
Muhanmmad Fareed Khan, natives and citizens of Pakistan, petition
for review of the Board of Immgration Appeals’ (“Board”) order
affirmng, wthout opinion, the immgration judge' s decision
denyi ng asyl umand wi t hhol di ng of renoval and denying relief under
t he Convention Against Torture. For the reasons di scussed bel ow,
we deny the petition for review "’

The decision to grant or deny asylumrelief is conclusive
“unl ess manifestly contrary to the | aw and an abuse of discretion.”
8 US. C 8§ 1252(b)(4)(D (2000). W have reviewed the imm gration
j udge’ s decision and the adm nistrative record and find the record
supports the conclusion Khan failed to establish past persecution
or a well founded fear of persecution. See 8 C.F.R § 1208. 13(a)
(2004) (stating that the burden of proof is on the alien to

establish his eligibility for asylum; INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502

U S. 478, 483 (1992). Because the decision in this case is not
mani festly contrary to | aw, we cannot grant the relief Khan and his
famly seek

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review W

di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions

"The Petitioners do not challenge the immgration judge's
denial of the applications for wthholding of renmoval and relief
under the Convention Agai nst Torture.
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are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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